
(Editor’s Note: The defend- 
ant is a book. So is the pros- 
ecutor. On trial is the War- 
ren Commission Report, in- 
dicted by men ! whose own 
book* find it guilty. Guilty 
of haste. Guilty of bias. 
Guilty of a coverup. But 
neither critic nor commission 
is the jury. The ptimic is. It, 
ultimately, will find where it 
thinks truth lies. But before 
considering its verdict, the 
public must ask for the facts. 
AU the facts. Has it heard 
them ? All of them f) 

This to the first in a series 
•f articles on the Warren Re- 
port and Its Critics. Suc- 
ceeding installments will be 
published: this week in The 
Springfield Union. 

By BERNARD GAVZER 
and 

SID MOODY 

AP Newsfeatnres Writers 
PROLOGUE 

The one slain has not died. 

Doubt will not let him. 

Many Questions 

J kxibt a*ks: “How did yoi 
? By Whose hand?” D©ubt 
has heard an answer— "Lee 
Harvey Oswald did it”~from 
doctors, lawyers, government; 
from police, friends, foe. 

Rut doubt does not believe. 
Not quite/ 

Doubt knows the stature of 
the seven somber men of the 
Warren Commission, the 
breadth of their, investigation, 
the depth of their report. But 
doubt is not appeased. Not 
quite. 



DMM Net l sit sin j 

Doubt has heard of the rifle, 
the shells, the fingerprints, the 
handwriting, the blunted bullets, 
the people who said they saw. 
But doubt is not assured,. Not 
quite. 

Why is this so? 

Because doubt was denied the 
certainly of a trial. Because not 
all is known. Because not all is 
answered and may never be. 
And because there have been 
other seekers than the commis- 
sion. They have spen what the 1 
commission did not see: Differ- 
ent shots from different places; 
plots where the commission saw 
none; design where the commis- 
sion saw chance; doubt where 
the commission saw fact. 

(taavengers «r Skeptics 

Are these seekers scavengers, 
as Texas Gov. John B. Connally 
has called them? Or are they 
impassiidUTd skeptics, refusing 
to take ‘W is most likely” for an! 
answer? Are they creators of 
doubt? Or are they creatures of 
it? It is not always clear. 

But if the Warren repeat is 
now doubted by many, it is be- 
cause of the books written by 
these fee seekers. If their num- 
ber is smlll, their impact is not. 
The ( very existence of a printed 
pagWhas an aura of authenticity 
above and beyond what it 
states. As the critics’ books are' 
increasingly read, they are in- 
creasingly. believed. It is far 
easier to read one book from a 
shelf by a single critic than a 
whole shelf of books by a com- 
so doubt tains rm. 
Tin shelf lies fallow. 



Right to Knew 

One could fastest the whole 
argument is maca br e g houlish. 

Jdhn T. Kennedy jy gone. Talk 
won’t bring him home. But this 
was a President. The people he 
led have a right — nay, an obli- 
gation— to know what struck 
him down, and why. It was not 
just a death in the hearts of the 
nation. It was murder at the 
heart of die national structure. 
Assassination unsolved is assas- 
sination at large, possibly free 
to strike again, certainly free to 
poison and corrode by suspicion, 
mistrust, fear. 

So it is not mere curiosity, not 
just to add a footnote to history, 
to ask who killed Kennedy. To 
preserve the .absolutely vital 
trust of the people in their lead- 
ers and institutions, the question 
must be answered. And stay 
answered. 

Wound Stitt Red 

The quest pm^be long. It is 
still asfSl; 

John Wilkes Booth is not the 
answer to all seekers. Nor is 
Lee Harvey Oswald. Lincoln, 
however, is for the archivist. 
The wound from Dallas is still 
red. It is tender to questions of 
who, or why. It may ever be. 

Or, perhaps, the wound may 
have been salved all along. Per- 
haps the first investigation need 
be the last. 



Or, perhaps, tie ppm of doubt 
may throb the less if one were 
to ask the doubters of their 
proof, ask of the askers: What 
havfe you found, what news canji 
you bring us? ! 



I— THE CRITICS I 

THE COMMISSION 

The critics of the Warren) 
Commission Report have made) 
grave charges. They have made! 
uncertainty. They have made 
money. j 

Have they made a case? 

Dead Wrong 

Have they proved that the 
most extensive murder inves- 
tigation in the nation’s history, 
directed by some of its foremost 
citizens, was wrong, dead 
wrong? Was the commission 
guilty of haste, of bias, of a cov- 
erup and Lee Harvey Oswald 
innocent of murder? Do events 
such as those recently to New 



Orlmpw toft 
been -dene? 



i justice had not I- 



Polls suggest increasing num- 
bers of people think so. 

Book after carefully footnoted 
book say so. The Warren Report 
was once on the best-sffier lists. 
Inow Mark Lane’s . "Rush to 
Judgment” is. 

j Who Spoke Trntiif 

Which has spoken truth? The 
critics say they have. 

And the commission has 

stood mute. 

Mark Lane has said: “As long 
as we rely for information upon 
men blinded by the fear of what 
they might see, the precedent of 
the Warren Cmrimtsston Report 
will continue to imperil the fife 





Justice Earl Warren poses with members of the Warren Commission. From left! Rep. GerdM 
B-Mirt.t ReftHale Boggs, D-La.; San. Richard Russell,. D-Ga.; Warren: Sen. John Sherman 
R-Ky.; John J, McCtoy* New York hanker; Allen Dalles, former CIA heM; and J. Leo Ruiitfl 
*' ' i af Naw fje, « hief eowtoiT. ’ ' ■ ^ 



LEO SAUVAGE MARK LANE EDWARD EPSTEIN 

tliese are three of the eriti ce of the Warren Report. 







AP staff writers Sid Moody, left, and Bernard Gavzer pose with the many 
Um Warren Commission Report on the assassination of Presi- 

' dent ksMndy and with the man y hooks written start the. tepart. • 



at the taw mad dishonor those 
who wrote H, little more Sum 
those who praise it." 3 

And the commission has 
stood mute. 

Leo Sauvage, in “The Oswald 
Affair,” has said: “It is logical- 
ly untenable, legally indefensi- 
ble and morally inadmissable to 
declare Lee Harvey Oswald the 
assassin of President Kennedy." 

And the commission hae 
stood mute. 

Political Truth 

Edward Jay Epstein, in “In- 
quest,” has said: “The conclu- 
sions of the Warren report must 
be viewed as expressions of po- 
litical truth,” 

And the oommisshm has 
Mood mate. ' 

It considered its first words, 
published in 27 volumes in the 
fall of 1964, to be its last. It has 
disbanded. 

The public, in the jury box, 
may wqnder ,*t the commis- 
sion's work. But it must also 
ask after the critics'. Is it true 
'Where the oommission’s is not? 
Are the critics , innocs&E of the 
I guilt they chasge the wunnita. 
' tens; P iWtate, <ety selected 
of Ohvonienti tect, aStiagef 
truth? - 



Evidence 



Mark lame wrote that the 

commission “cited evident!* out 
of context, ignored and re- 
shaped? evidence and — which is 
w o r s e— * oversimplified evi- 

dence.” 

Old he? 

Lane and the other tt i Bee 
have produced little in the Why 
of new evidence. What they 
have done is use what the eb»W 
mission provides in its 2 6 jw»» 
umes of testimony and exldhtt* 

but to different eonclusteu*. 

The critics' case rests on HE 
same bedrock as the oomatfc* 
sion’s— the Warren report. . , 

How have the criticd used, ft 
abused, it? ! , * 

' **■ Oswald's Pistat 

On Page 199 of the hardcover 
edition of “Bush to Judgment 

StaM'i mm*'*** 

tics expert, Joseph B. Nieol. 



shells found at the scene of the 
y jsytng of officer J. D. Tippitt 
knd bullets recovered from Tip- 
pet's body. ;j j ■ 

i jn> says Niool “appeared 
task than certain’* the shells 
««Hi from Oswald's gun. There 
Ik A footnote in tiJe passage re- 
teattag to Volume XU of the 
heertags, Page 511. Few read- 
ers have the Volumes much less 
the time to check Latte’s thou- 
sands of citatibhs. A pity. 

, Very Definitive f 

On Page SB, Volunie III Niool 
is sliced by commission counsel 
Melvin Eisenberg if he was 
“certain in your own mind of 
tits identificatiod” of the shells. 

Hted recited: ■■ “Yes; the 
Itajttffc on gibing pin partiou- 
ki^w«:e£vMi!ydteWtiv«^'Ap^ 
parse tly Ihte Bring ph* had 1>een 
Mooted to some rather severe 
abuse, and there were numer- 
ous small, ami large strjatkms 



Yet Lane says Joseph D, Ni- 
ool appeared “less than cer- 
tain.” *4 

Bi ttis book Epstein questions 
the ounmissfcm’s conclusion 
that Oswald was a good shot, lie 
iiiiintlMi the shot et Edwin A. 
WiMter, former U. S. Army ma- 
jor general, which in tern d . 
He mentions the testimony of 
NelSOR Delgado, a feBow 
Marine who had watched Ot- 
wete on the firing line. Oswald, 
Delgado testified, got a lot of 
“Maggie’s drawers’ ’—complete 
misses. 

Delgado said something, else. 

V~. 1 

Just Qualified , 

On the rifle range he said QH 
irate didn’t give a rajJOtd 
just qualified. (He) wasn’t hftrtF 
ly going to exert himself.” 

And Walker , himself testified 
that his assailant “could have 
been a very good shot add jtiet 
by cttynce (the bullet) hit the 
woodwork (of a window). There 
whs enough deflection in It to 
notes me.” ■ 

Don't these passages have 
acme bearing on Oewald’s 
ntaritwnanship? Epstein evi- 
dently didn’t think so. They 
don’t appear in his book. 

Men Resembling Baby 

Lene-devotes several paMdAs 
•nqra&noay of •*. tamer K&al- 
tee .xpStrolmim, Napotamibc*. 
Dentate, who said he^nw a Mm 

pStaf Aradquarter* justNM* 
Im Mbit Oswald. Lane tataJ* 
fetm wMh the commitste^ar 

“merits little credence.”, 

But nowhere does LaiteMSW- 
ttea that pantela^was givtmwlta 

if fw had told the ' cJmSltUe 
truth. Me said^yee. Be jM* 

mode up any of his story. He 
aaonwrod' no. TJie lie detgetor 
indtafta# bpth response* were 
"flit,”’.. He was 'skied it j»f 
tMlpie person he raw enter 
the ffiitteViU was Jack Rpby. He 
*«K nte’fbe test indicated this 
riisimni r j - “true.” 

mra j, , 

Mtetei evidence reletaMr** 
v# titacom mission fdtt OH 
rnmm : little credence? WM 

•mm ly bought rat. % Jjgj 

teMd Epstein 1 # nvUnfllil 

ooneems 

Dec. 9. ^Tcontradic^^te 



doctors In levers! 'mpnetem 




This to the bullet that wae 
fount at Parkland Hospital, 
gome critics said It came 
from Gov. Ooneally’* stretch* 
er. The commission says it 
came from Kenn edy’s 
stretcher. 

The bullet was almost un- 
damaged. Tests showed it 
came from Oswald’s rifle 
and no other. 

A few fragments found In 
Oonually added to tile weight 
of bullet 399 approximate the 
weight of such a bullet. Park- 
land doctors have been quot- 
ed out of context by some 
critics to say the fragments 
la OMiaally are too big to 
hake come from h U s t SM. 



mps onto the bumper <rf the presidential limousine 
Kennedy was shot by an assassin in Danas in No- 



ice man 



emls. Epstein makes much of 
thd difference. 

Inquiry by the writers, how- 
ever, has established that the 
FBI wrote its original report 
before getting that of the 
doctors, which reached the 
agency Dec. 23. 1963. The FBI 
nonetheless stuck to its original 
verokm in a supplemental re- 
port Jan. 13. 1964. The agency 
felt duty bound not to alter a 
report by its agents— its . cus- 
tomary policy— even though oth- 
er reports might contain other 
facts. 

! 

1 It was the commission's task 
to choose between the FBI 
agents— laymen who reported 
what they bad overheard the 
autopsy doctors say— and the 
doctors themselves who were 
making the one authorized ex- 



tol! report- It 



Should Be Appraised 

Shouldn’t a critical appraisal 

of the oautmteskm have made 
such an inquiry? K Epstein dkl, 
It is not rewsrded. 



Sush lapses at the critics do 
not prove or disprove toa* Os 
wgld lAttMertd. But da Mtese 
lapses, and many Others to be 
cited later, have some bearing 
on the objectivity the critics 
claim tor themselves and deny 
the commission? 

Did toe critics, not toe com- 
mission. “cite evidence out of 
context, ignore and reshape evi- 
dence ?” ), 

They did. 

Not Judges 

They have sat in judgment of 
toe Warren Commission and 
found it wanting. But they are 
not judges. They have been 
psMeclitors. making a • case. 
Where fact has served, they 
have used it. Where it has not, 
they have not. 

If they have read all the evi- 
dence, they have not quoted it 
all. They have taken evidence to 
form theories, to launch specu- 
lation. But they have not taken 
all the evidence. 

TTjey have said “perhaps” 
and ‘‘it seems” and "it is like- 
ly.” But they must say more. 
They must say here is toe evi- 



i«e And as yet such Smi- 
te* Mi not been fus Utcuming. 

game Evidence 

me irony of toe Warren re- 
rt is that it is based on the 
me evidence as toe books that 
tack it. The commission pro- 
fled in toe 26 volumes of tMti- 
ony and exhibits and addition- 
matter in toe National Ar- 
rive* toe results of its inves-j 
gation. And this is the heart oi 
,e critics’ case. Their witneos- 
i were toe commiaslon’s. Their 



evidence was the commission's. 
But, again, not all of it. 

A doctor sttid Kennedy 
was shot from the front. A 
man saw a puff of smoke 
from some trees abend of 
the motorcade. The man, 
and others who saw smoke, 
were commission witnesses. 
The doctor, and others who 
toMWght Kennedy's throat 
wound was one 'of outran ee, 



And they appear ** MM idi; 
ion. 

But not always in toe critics’ 
books does ope read of the peo- 
ple who saw a rifle in the win- 
dow of toe Texas School Book 
Depository. Not always does ofte 
read the doctors’ testimony that 
their first interpretation of Ken- 
nedy’s wounds was not their 
final one. • 

Found Commission Wrong 

The commission presented aH 
toe evidence it could find. The 
critics did not. As a group they 
have found the' commission 
wrong on almost anything but 
the fact of assassination itself/ 

(One critic, Gwrge C. Thom- 
son, doesn’t even agree, on that. 
He claims five persona were 
kllled toat day. in Dallas. Nfope 
at 4b«m<wa* JetoyfeJjpsPJ' 
who T hamson wps is aline mf»d 
nnuto 
baH). 









V 







This is the approximate view the assassin of 
President Kennedy might have seen as he trained 
his weapon on the President in November, 1903. 
This scene was reconstructed and the picture was 
made with a long lens duplicating the scene as it 
appeared in the tekaen pic sight of the rifle. 



Space does not permit a Met- 
note tmkym at the t critical 
tv* It*, although this was dime 

with several' of them ! in 
preparing this report. (The 
notes made on Mark Lane’s 
hook alone run to 50,000 words). 

\ The intention, rather, is to 
focus on several key issues in 
contention and compare what 
the commission volumes said 
with what the critics said they ' 
said. Such comparison is often 
illuminating. Such a comparison 
may not convince the two-thirds 
of those questioned in a recent 
poll whd said they doubted the 
commission’s conclusions. 



The Facta 

But, at die least, it may serve 
to have asked of the critics what 
they have asked of the commis- 
sion— the facts. All of them. 

Surely, one can fault the com- 
mission. Why didn't it call this 
witness, investigate more deep- 
ly in that area? When there j 
was doubt, too often the com- 
mission spoke, needlessly, in 
more positive language than the 
facts allowed. Maybe it should 
have behaved more as a court 
than a commission. 

S. 

Maybe it would have been 
bette r for Oswald to hav e been , 

represented , posthumously by 
doahMi. Wddse the ooatatekm 
dM have an ejm <m fee political 
clock in ftttning in. UK H pS rt 
while some invesKfiMIkn *«ta* 
stS} under way. ICagftt. Maybe. 
.Maybe. 



V Not Infallible 

* Without question the commis- 
tkm was not infallible. But it 
has too long been the target of 
critics who have hot received 
the same scrutiny they gave M* 
Warren report. This does credit 
fo no one. Y 1 

But recently bodes have 
begun to appear attacking- Me 
Critic*, one by Charles Robert* 
of Newsweek magazine and.att- 
other by Richard Warren Lewie, 
a magazine writer, and taw- 
rence Schiller, a photo-joUrrtal- 
ist. \'S 

And while the commission, 
albeit disbanded, has not spoken 
as an organization In its' de- 
fense. many of its staff lawyers 
are now willing to do so. The 
writers interviewed U of the 
commission’s 35 senior coun- 
sels. 



Contradicting Eyewitnesses 

They spoke of the cetttra- 
cheting eyewitnesses : ’those Who 
thought the shot* came from tar 
Texas School (Book Depositor®* 
and those who didn’t, those Who 
didn’t agree on what Tippitt’s 
slayer was wearing or w#tat he 
looked like. 

“I’ve had a lot of trial eaqwir 
mice,” said one erf the key mem- 
bers of tiie commission staff. “1 
know witnesses don’t agree. H 
you have testimony that has 
uniformity, you have to look out 
for perjury.” 

The staff lawyers talked of 
some of the puzzling testimony 
that may never be resolved’:' 1 ™ 
gunsmith who said he fiftM * j 
gun for some one named ’ OK- 
wald, the men who- saw tame 
one Who looked like Oswald at a 
firing range, the persons who 
saw Oswald driving a ,dgr Ghe 
commission decided he •Kdjta’t 
drive), tite Woman in Milas 
who said Oswald had been intro- 
duced to, her as an anti, -Oat' 
troite who thought Kennedy 
should be shot, the people Who 
thought they saw Oswald to 
Jack Ruby’s night club, §■■ 

Beneficiaries Fraud 



“We were ' beneficiaries 
fraud,” said one of the 
attorneys without m< 

‘any specific examples, , *’ 
thtog that shocked me 
people who wanted to aKtta- 
volved in this great evai. Idb 
5; appreciate this can baipgwa, tart 
I> thought people would have too 
much regard for the natuse of 
what we were trying to mjK 



They talked of why 
mission had not defends 



“If we were to answer the 
Lanes and the Sauvages, who 
would believe us? We had all 
kinds of suggestions. One was 
that (Chief Justice Earl) 
Warren, himself, come out in 
defense of the report. ' 





i am wo* that 

#T weteWfllellihte, I 
wouldn’t take this. You’d be 
fools if you did. But the press 
has an obligation to examine 
each book as it comes out and 
present it to the public as a 
searching for truth. And I think 
this might go on for 50 or 100 
years. As long as people can 
make a quarter or a half-oajilkm 
dollars, we’re going to hwt 
these books. 

"The mass media devote time 
to the Lanes and the Epsteins 
because it sells. Coming up with 
the establishment viewpoint 
doesn’t have much mileage.'’ 



One staff member talked of 
the charge that the oommilStaR 
entered the investigation with a 
preconceived belief of Oswald’s 
guilt. “Nonsense. We looted for 
the incredible as well at the 
credible. A lot of us were rotator 
***»•**■ What greater feather 
cou ld It be in our caips to prove 
the PUT was wrong?” 

Most Unequal 

AjpSnior counsel discussed the 
wbNhw of having used an ad- 
vetetoy system inthe invwttiga- 
tien, with a prosecution against 
*nd a defense for Oswald ‘Tt 
would have been most unequal; 

government all on one aide. 
Ttlei raport would have Sound- 
ed Min a brief for lhe prose- 
cution. 

"The staff was instructed to 
P»0*ed in each instance oh the 
PUoflbHity that Oswald was net 
insifttod. H they didn't want to 
pnkeeed on that basis, thecom- 
BMssion didn’t want them to 
continue.” 

One lawyer, Wesley J. Liebei- 
#r, talked of Oswald as a 
marksman. “I took the position 
that you, well, you couldn’t tell. 
The evidence that Oswald Whs 
able to shoot the President was 
that he did. He was lucky. Os- 
wald bad something in fajs 
tights that he knew be waa u«v- 
er going to l}ave again. I sag- 
peot he was up for it.” ' “ ' 

“Grassy Knoll” 

Mebeler talked of the “grassy 
knoll” where Lanq and others 
think shots came from, in part 
because people ran in that di- 
rection after the gunfire. 

"Would people (to this? Would 
you If you knew or thought 
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Howard Brennan, is photographed where he gtood when he said he saw afad- 
■um firing from the sixth floor of the Texas Sdhodl Book Depository (A) 
“Wjldow marked B is where he saw one of several Negroes who 



) IMHiilSBH' 

hW the motorcade. One of them testified .he heard shells hitting the Host 
his head. Brennan’s testimony is s hey factor in the critics’ books ss he 



«*Me«ne w*> firing horn there? 
tt depends- aye* tetowtew iu s 

reacttOit. I might run after lhe 
motorcade. I might run tot cov- 
er. But I'm sure most people 
would run to get out of toe 
way.” , 

Joe Ball, another staff mem- 
ber, talked of the rifle found on 
the sixth floor of the depository 
building which police first Iden- 
tified as a Mauigr. 'Later it was 
determined to lie a Mannlicher- 
Carcano, an Italian weapon. 
Critics have implied this switch 
suggests the weapon was plant- 
ed. 

Never Handled Rifle 

“Evidence shows that Sey- 
mour Weitzman (who found the 
rifle) never handled it and saw 
it from five foet away. Weita- 
hfta and Deputy iSertff Eugene 



“Leg* mite 
Mins**, 
rnleiiti e nd 

to the bilt actt 
er dares to go 
theitNWeitzThan 
way suggest this is not the gun 
was found on the s$tth 
floor and which has been found 
beyond all doubt to have fired 
the bullets.” 

(This is not quite accurate. 
Lane, on Page Iflo of the hard- 
cover edition of “Rush to Judg- 
ment” writes : " “Baste, 
Weitzman, was shown thi 
Mannlicher-Caroanp which km 
was unable to identify as toe 
weapon Weitzman had found.” 

Can’t Be Positive 

Boone said no such thing. He 
was shown the rifle and testi- 
fied: “It looks like toe same 
rifle. I have no way of being 
peafttve.” 



it clear. ItjH « 




on. But ] 
so far as 'in* 
or Boone in *nvl 



Why waan’t he pesttve? 
to he saM he never han- 
toe rifle. 



Ball talked of Epstein. 

“He said I said Norman Red-! 
hch (one of the staff) used 'a 
turgid law review style.’ I wrofo 
Epstein's publisher and said I 
never used the word ‘turgid’ in 
my life. I had to go toe dictiona- 
ry and look it up. 

“ffi* itotemehtthetthe law- 
yem wprited as. pSoyteM con- 





■■ I 



sultants is a Ha. 2 iflatomy res- 

idence to &.C., pfr 

maaentisr^wte January to J$» 

TiMtf TVriir aBowed to' come/fe. 
my home to Long Beach, Calif., 
<■** % month, and I did. Ep- 
stein (paries toe 39 times and 1. 
diflfft talk to that main for over 
half an hour and that was in,' a 
MM* ttff hotel lohby.” f 

Nine 'tot the B) staff 
quoted by Epstein that 
writers Interviewed ch 
with misstatements. Se 

town wrote lettera of r 

tosttotoMsor for whom he wn|te 
■•shat htoame “Inquest” as a 
master's diesis. The professor 
replied to one that "experience 
has shown that all too often 
when a person is shown Mi own 
waiter on paper he is 
fflHe that he did not 
remarks.” 

[ , ; v . . \ 

Experience showed lie In 
Epstein’S case, anyway. 

Ulcer, Palm Mini 

l ie b tkr talked of finger apd 

’ Oswald’s palm print found on 
the ride had little probative’ 
lue, said Lane, “especial* 

local and federal police .. , 

who i s sued inaechri 
statements. . .were atone.’ 
Oswald and the weapon." 
implication seems obvious 

’ ' laiitoitato. 

hS* tw oonatder that in » 
to* iplrlormance of the 
£«*tto Department, ‘ 
their Souls, were they 
ishly clever that they 
have taken, Oswald’s prist 
pl a nted tt on the rifle 
taheh it off again, or 
could have handed the rifle to 
Oswald to get Ifae print? Of 
course, that ' would invoke the 
Jutotment of Oswald, and do you 
think any one could have, gotten 
Oswald St touch that rifle with a 
BMoot pole? Of course not." 

"lifted” Prints 

(Mow also suggests it is “cu- 
rious" that a Dallas police offi- 
cer fpiflM a print on the rifle 
and “lifted” it off the weapon 
and that an FBI expert was 
unable to find any trace of tee 
pript on the gun several 
later. The reader might, 
find it curious that Lai 
not ..mtwtoMhat 




could 





print showed minute gaps. They 
exactly matched nicks and idle 
ting in the metal of toe • 
which the print waa 

>tber staff member 
te’s book. f fi- 

“He attempts to discredit tfce| 
ooB*mission to hundrelt pf 
counts and to suggest ■sto jto 
enasmous level of im 
MjtoMwsnesty as, to 






re argument ridiculous. 
Someone set out to design a 
{commission of tee incompetence 
Lane , attributes, to it, 1 doutot 
vary seriously that it could evei 
have been done. Had he focuaadj 
upon some weaknesses of if* 
commission or the report, j 
■might have had an area of a: 
ment.” 

There Were Weaknesses* iS( 

And the staff agrees 
{Were weaknesses. Some wee 
omission: tee commissi< 

.Certainly could have 
testify witnesses who had 
given statements to law 
Cials. gome weaknesses 
commission: the report 
easily have been more 
nout /the airtopsy 
Stole were inevitable: nti- 
will ever to able to say 
afejsointo certainty which . 
produced (he fragments teat| 
were found in Kennedy’s 
Just what struck a bysta 
the cheek or why Oswald 
or even, perhaps, if he 
Unaided. 

But to read pie report, all; 
it, is to appreciate tee de] ‘ 
top investigation. Perhaps 
commission shOtikkhave *— 
own investigatory staff, 
less of the hqge expense, .Sfttl 
teat is to suggest teat tt* FBI 
and thq Secret Service and ott- 
er investigative agencies tori 
Which it relied were somehow 
pot to be trusted. ■#’ 

Weren’t Trustworthy 

Some critics suggest that tesy 
were not trustworthy : either 
Subconsciously teey sought to 
defend their professionalism by 
charitably treating ev: 
and witnesses or, far weave, 
ttey were involved in a stotor, 
plot If tee latter were tee tote, 
ft would mean, because of the 
intricacy and range of the in- 
vestigation, a conspiracy Stogfr 
tnost universal dimensions. Asj 
yet, there k no such evidence | j 



'Uta tepott 

toil Mxih winapoDn 

s^t The remaining IVtWfch 
Wnwrtably have W central in- 
ar« to, tidily packed as aj 
— irs/ dOffie yh«re .is.l 

% order. A Search for a 
Moment or affidavit 
. ■ hours: One- ofl$Mitt- 
coteri* of assMstotoion 
Sylvia Meagher,' has 
i8*to «n index on her own. #eft 
W fifisfafflbie; -if 

1 - * ■ ' “ : ■ ' -I 

Certain Fascination ! 

Yto tee volumes, particularly 
toe testimony, 1 have a certain 
fascination. The range of to* 1 ’- 
is Tolstoyan. There is ib* 
■nt of the United States, 
iretary of state, tori a 
_ ..ite. There is a d| ' ' 

KusSian-born oil man who „ 

bote Oswald and Jacquelkte 
Keiteedy and whose a-nuMty 
hPuM*s with a Latin beau* aro 
te# comic. And there is a IA- 
iwto who told the august mam- 
tote to the commission in blunt 
‘ of the locker room what 
ight when be heard a rifle 
above his head in the 
ay building. 

i The critics are equally di- 
— There is Harold Weis- 
a Maryland poulttynam 
■as once National Bank* 
ode King and claims his “Geese 
‘ Peace" campaign got the 
:e Corps its first good pub- 
break. Weiaberg, who 1 
ibe report as an evangel- 
ist knows Ms Bible, has pub- 
lished two books, “Whitewafh” 






tori' 
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two. 
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Pointed QueatioM 

Sauvage, a French journalist, 
argues with GalHc logic, no in- 
dex and membership in the 
“perhaps” an d "It seems” 
School. He raises some pointed 
queSffon* in areas Where uncer 
tala# is and may rim ain forev- 
er. ! 

Epstein fla kes much to tee 
doctor-fBI autopsy dis- 
crepancy, It ii answerable. He 
makes a criticism of many ot 
the commission’s methods. This 
is arguable. Both ways. But he 
raise*) his questions from facts 
kjOfk commission volumes. 
SoRtotenea ato all the facts. And 
somriimes-not f acts at ati. 



UW*.-— Luxte tomri pri ris wi 
itoie|. He has metk .a movie 
bteiri ria bjs book «hi Hton 
numerous lecteres : lpW fltri 
abroad: At the very etri to Ms 
book he files a diaclaimer ex- 
plaining why he accepted -ma- 
terial contrary to the commis 
skmfs conclusions and rejected 
material that supports it. 'So, on 
almost Ms last page. Lane Iden- 
tifies himself: He is « prosecu- 
tor , using tee defendant com- 
mission's own Witnesses and 
testimony. But not all of it. 

Positive Contribution 

“I haven’t ^ found anything of 
theirs that even makes a posi- 
tive contribution,” said one of 
the senior commission counsels 
of tee critics. 

One can assume the commis- 
sion staff would stand by Ms 
work. Its Statements shotdd ' be 
considered with teal in poind 
One, however, ehouM approach 
tee critics with aimiiar dispas* 
aion. Read them. But to ad what 
they criticize as well. If it! is 
■ ironic that the report is their 
| foundation, it is also convenient. 
One can read and compere. 

“Political Troth’’ 

Epstein presumably road. He 
found the commission bad ut- 
tered “political truth. ” It sought 
to. dispel rumor and- keep Amer- 
ica clean, not to determine fact. 

But neither Edward Jay Bp- 
stein nor Earl Warren is tee 
jury. The public is. And? there js 
more to the case for the govern- 
ment than the public may have 
heard. 

The public may know of the 
single bullet theory. It is a chain 
of circumstance, linked by as- 
sumptions. it is a chain : teat 
leads to Lee Harvey Oswald to 
the assassin. But it is vulnera- 
ble, a* al chatro, Jf Me bf its 
"Mseato* * li" aoes ' not 



links 

Ihoid. 




